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FOREWORD

The Profile of American Youth is unprecedented. It marks the first time that a
vocational aptitude battery has been given to a nationally representative sample. Useful
as such information would be for many purposes, up to this time research has not been
conducted because of the great difficulty involved in obtaining data on such a scale. The
present study resulted from the partnership of two Government departments and several
agencies, as well as the combined efforts of many individuals.

This report was prepared by a working group under the leadership of Drs. W.S.
Sellman and Zahava D. Doering, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower,
Reserve Affairs, and Logistics). Members of the group were Mr. Louis A. Ruberton,
Headquarters, Department of the Army; Dr. Hilda Wing, Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences; Mr. Charles R. Hoshaw, Office of the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions; Dr. Martin F. Wiskoff, Navy Personnel Research and Development Center; Major John
R. Welsh, Air Force Manpower and Personnel Center; Dr. Lonnie D. Valentine, Jr., Air
Force Human Resources Laboratory; Major Randall R. Harris, Headquarters, U.S. Marine
Corps; and Dr. Milton H. Maier, Center for Naval Analyses. Each of these individuals has
contributed to improved methods in personnel research and management for many years.

Policy oversight for the development of the report was provided by a joint-Service
steering group. Members of the group, representing the Department of Defense and the
Military Services, included Lieutenant General R. Dean Tice and Dr. G. Thomas Sicilia,
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics);
Brigadier General D.W. Connelly, Headquarters, Department of the Army; Rear Admiral
J.R. Hogg, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations; Major General W.R. Usher, Head-
quarters, U.S. Air Force; Brigadier General A. Lukeman, Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps;
and Rear Admiral B.T. Hacker, Military Enlistment Processing Command. Their insights
and efforts in behalf of this study are appreciated.

In addition, under contract to the Department of Defense, several military manpower
experts assisted with data analysis and data presentation. The contributions of Dr. Brian K.
Waters, Dr. Mark J. Eitelberg, and Ms. Janice H. Laurence of the Human Resources Research
Organization (HumRRO) are gratefully acknowledged.

Computer support was provided by the staff of the Defense Manpower Data Center. The
able and timely support of Ms. Helen T. Hagan and Mr. Leslie W. Willis in fulfilling numerous
programming and analytic requests was invaluable.

The sample design and all aspects of data collection, including test administration, were
the responsibility of the National Opinion Research Center (NORC). Apr.eciation is due
to Ms. Celia E. Homans, Ms. Mary Cay Burich, Dr. Harold A. McW ,nd Dr. Martin R.
Frankel of NORC, and to Dr. R. Darrell Bock at the University of (I"

Finally, a debt of gratitude is owed to Dr. A.J. Martin, who was the DL .tor for Acces-
sion Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and
Logistics) during the planning and implementation of most of the effort. His belief in its
importance as well as his coordination of financial resources and organizational support
made this study a reality.

Lawrence J. Korb
Assistant Secretary of Defense

f(Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics)
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PROFILE OF AMERICAN YOUTH:
1980 NATIONWIDE ADMINISTRATION OF THE

ARMED SERVICES VOCATIONAL APTITUDE BATTERY (ASVAB)

- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

BACKGROUND

The Profile of American Youth study, sponsored by the Department of Defense
and the Military Services, in cooperation with the Department of Labor, is documented
in this report. The principal objectives of the research project were to assess the voca-
tional aptitudes of a nationally representative sample of youth and to develop current
national norms for the Department of Defense enlistment test, the Armed Services
Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). The results of this study will also be useful in
addressing the issue of the compatibility between complex and demanding military
weapon systems and personnel capabilities.

For the past four decades, the aptitude levels of military recruits have been
referenced statistically to the extensive testing of adult males that took place during
World War II. Recently, both the Department of Defense and Congress have questioned
the appropriateness of using the World War II "reference population" as a primary basis
for interpreting the enlistment test scores of today's recruits. Thus, it was decided in
1979 that the vocational aptitudes of current youth should be examined to gain a
better understanding of the quality and representativeness of new enlistees.

An aptitude profile of current youth will provide a basis for evaluating recruiting
results. In addition, if a national emergency necessitates the reintroduction of con-
scription, military policymakers must be able to establish entrance standards and induc-
tion quotas that are compatible with manpower resources. To plan for possible mobili-
zation, the Department of Defense must be able to relate attributes, abilities, and
other characteristics of the national youth population to requirements for military
manpower.

METHODOLOGY

The Department of Defense contracted with the National Opinion Research
Center (NORC) of the University of Chicago to administer the ASVAB during July
through October 1980 to a nationally representative sample of nearly 12,000 young
men and women. The sample was already under study in the National Longitudinal
Survey (NLS) of Youth Labor Force Behavior, sponsored by the Departments of
Labor and Defense.

The young people tested were representative of all youth in the United States,
ages 16 to 23. The sample contained approximately equal proportions of males and
females, including individuals from urban and rural areas, and from all major census
regions. The analyses conducted in the profile study focused upon young people who
were 18 through 23 years of age at the time of testing.
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The test used to obtain aptitude data on the national youth population was the ASVAB.
The ASVAB is used by the Military Services to determine eligibility for enlistment and quali-
fication for assignment to specific military jobs. Four ASVAB subtests are combined to form
the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT), a general measure of trainability and the
primary criterion of enlistment eligibility.

The AFQT was used as an index for comparing the test performance of civilian and
military groups. The analyses reported here include comparisons of the 1980 youth popu-
lation with the World War II reference population and with military accessions, as well as
comparisons of subgroups within the youth population on the basis of age, sex, race/ethnicity,
level of education, socioeconomic status, and geographic region.

RESULTS

Comparison of the World War II Reference Population with the 1980
Youth Population

A comparison of the AFQT category distributions of the 1980 male youth
population and the World War II reference population indicated that 40 percent
of the 1980 group were in Categories I and II (the above-average categories),
compared with 36 percent of the reference population. The proportion in the
average range (AFQT Category III was higher for the World War II group than for
the 1980 population of male youth. There was no appreciable difference between
the proportions of contemporary male youth and the reference population who
scored in the below-average range (AFQT Categories IV and V). The median
AFQT percentile score for 1980 male youth (18 through 23 years) was 53,
compared with 50 for the World War Ii population of adult males.

Comparison of Military Accessions with the 1980 Youth Population

0 AFQT scores of the 1980 youth population were compared with those of FY 1981
DoD accessions of the same ages. In general, FY 1981 military recruits scored
higher on the AFQT than did contemporary youth. Approximately the same
proportions of individuals with above-average scores were found in the 1980
youth population and among accessions. However, the proportion of accessions
scoring in the average range was considerably higher than the comparable pro-
portion of youth in the general population. In FY 1981, 80 percent of nonprior
service accessions received scores in AFQT Categories I-II, compared with 69
percent of the 1980 youth population. The median AFQT score for all FY 1981
recruits was 52, and the median for 1980 profile youth was 51.

0 The proportion of FY 1981 Army accessions in the above-average AFQT cate-
gories was 14 percentage points below the comparable proportion in the 1980
youth population. Approximately the same proportion of Army accessions and
contemporary youth scored in the below-average categories. The median AFQT
score for FY 1981 nonprior service accessions in the Army was 41.

* Comparison of AFQT scores of the 1980 youth population with FY 1981 non-
prior service accessions, by selected demographic characteristics, showed varia-
tions in the representativeness of the sexes and racial/ethnic groups. In general,
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FY 1981 accessions of both sexes scored higher on the AFQT than did their
counterparts in the profile study population. FY 1981 minority recruits also
scored significantly higher than minority youth in the general population.

A comparison of the educational distributions of FY 1981 military accessions
with the 1980 profile population showed that a greater proportion of the
military recruits than civilian youth were high school graduates. Approximately
equal proportions of white recruits and white youth in the 1980 profile popu-
lation had graduated from high school. Black and Hispanic recruits had a much
higher proportion of high school graduates than comparable minority subgroups
in the general popustion.

4"

4 1980 Youth Population Subgroup Analyses

* The average (mean) AFQT percentile scores of the 1980 youth population increased
with age. Estimates of reading grade level also increased with age.

* The average AFQT percentile scores of males and females were similar. Average
test scores on the aptitude composites differed. Males scored higher than females
on the Mechanical, General, and Electronics composites; females outscored males
on the Administrative composite.

0 The average AFQT score for whites was considerably higher than those of either
Hispanics or blacks. This pattern of racial/ethnic group performance was the same
on estimates of reading grade level and, for similar sexes, on the four Service
aptitude composites.

* AFQT percentile scores showed a clear relationship to levels of educational attain-
ment. Non-high school graduates had the lowest average scores, and high school
graduates had the highest scores. GED recipients scored between these two groups.

e Average AFQT percentile scores were highest for youth in the New England and
West North Central regions of the country, and lowest in the three southern
regions. Youth in the East North Central, Middle Atlantic, Mountain, Pacific,
and West South Central regions scored at approximately the level of the overall
population median.
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Section 1

INTRODUCTION

Discussions of present or future policies for procuring military manpower consider
ways in which individuals are selected for service, assigned to military jobs, and trained
to perform those jobs. Philosophically, there is consensus that threshold enlistment
standards are essential for manning an effective military. Beyond that broad agreement,
the type of enlistment standards (i.e., medical, moral, educational, and aptitude) and the
levels at which they should be established are topics for ideological, legal, scientific, and
practical debate.

Whatever enlistment standards are set, their operational effectiveness depends on
how well prospective recruits are evaluated for possible military service. The Armed
Forces have devoted considerable effort to developing reliable and valid methods for
screening persons before they enter military service. The focus of this effort has been
on developing tests that measure the aptitudes of individuals.1 Historically, aptitudes
have been defined as measures of trainability for various military jobs.

Aptitude levels within the military have been referenced statistically to the exten-

sive testing of adult males that took place during World War II. For more than 35
years, this World War II "reference population" has been the baseline for comparing
aptitudes of military recruits. Some years ago, both the Departmnrmt of Defense (DoD)
and the Congress questioned whether it was appropriate to use the World War II reference
population as the sole basis for interpreting today's enlistment test scores. It was
decided that the contemporary youth population should be examined to improve under-
standing of the quality and representativeness of new enlistees, and of the characteristics
of the population from which they come.

An aptitude profile of current youth would provide a basis for screening recruiting
prospects and evaluating recruiting results. The Department of Defense should be able
to compare the characteristics of today's youth population with DoD requirements for
military manpower. Information is also needed for mobilization planning. If a national
emergency made it necessary to resume conscription, the Services must be able to meet
their personnel needs by establishing entrance standards compatible with the available
resources of manpower. Decisions on who should be drafted, or permitted to volunteer,
need to be based on accurate knowledge of the aptitudes of contemporary youth.

In addition, such a profile would provide a basis for addressing the issues of com-
patibility of military hardware and the personnel who will use that hardware. Examination
of the trends in aptitude test scores in the general youth population, for example, could
help determine whether weapon systems, vehicles, communication systems, and military
equipment in general, are becoming too complicated and demanding for military per-
sonnel to operate efficiently.

'In describing types of tests, aptitude and achievement are terms used almost interchangeably. Both
kinds of tests measure "developed abilities" and are intended to predict what a person could accomplish
with training. A more detailed discussion of this issue can be found in Wigdor, A.K., & Garner, W.R.
Ability testing: Uses, consequences, and controversies (Parts I & II). Washington, D.C.: National Academy
Press, 1982.
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THE 1980 PROFILE OF AMERICAN YOUTH'

The Profile of American Youth study was designed to assess the vocational aptitudes
of young people, ages 16 to 23, and to develop a new reference population against which
scores on DoD enlistment tests could be interpreted. To achieve these goals, DoD con-
tracted with the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) of the University of Chicago
to administer the current enlistment test to a nationally representative sample of about
12,000 young men and women. This sample was already in existence for the five-year
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth Labor Force Behavior being conducted under
the auspices of the Department of Labor.

Beyond their value to military manpower planning, the aptitude profiles from a
national sample of young people are expected to be a significant contribution to the
body of scientific information available to meet a wide range of needs in operational and
research activities. Such aptitude profiles have not been previously available because of
the difficulty and expense of obtaining representative data on a nationwide basis.

APTITUDE TESTING IN DoD

The Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery

The enlistment test used in the 1980 aptitude profile study was the Armed Services
Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). ASVAB was introduced 1 January 1976 as the
single DoD test to replace the various aptitude test batteries then in use by each Service.
Replacement forms were developed in 1980 and implemented 1 October. The 1980
version (Form 8A) of ASVAB was administered in this study.

ASVAB scores serve two important purposes in the enlistment process. First, they
help determine an individual's eligibility for enlistment. Second, they are used to estab-
lish the individual's qualifications for assignment to specific military jobs.

The ASVAB consists of 10 subtests, as shown in Table 1. These subtests are
included in the battery because research and experience have demonstrated that they are
valid predictors of success in various types of military job training.

Table 1

The Ten Armed Services Vocational
Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) Subtests

ASVAB Subtests
(Forms 8, 9, and 10)

* Arithmetic Reasoning e General Science

* Numerical Operations e Mathematics Knowledge

* Paragraph Comprehension e Electronics Information

* Word Knowledge * Mechanical Comprehension
* Coding Speed e Automotive-Shop Information

1 A series of reports describing the design, data collection, and data analysis of The Profile of American
Youth has been published separately. These reports are cited in the text and may be obtained from the
Directorate for Accession Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs,
and Logistics), Washington, D.C. 20301.
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The scores of four of the subtests (word knowledge, paragraph comprehension,
arithmetic reasoning, and numerical operations) are combined to produce an Armed
Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) score. The AFQT score, supplemented by scores on
various composites of aptitude subtests, is used in conjunction with educational, medical,
and moral standards to determine an applicant's enlistment eligibility. Scores on the
aptitude composites also determine the applicant's eligibility to enter specific military
fields. The Services combine subtests in various ways to form aptitude composites.
The subtests that comprise two selected composites are shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Selected Aptitude Composites and
Their Component ASVAB Subtests

Selected Composites ASVAB Subtests

Administrative Paragraph Comprehension
Word Knowledge
Numerical Operations

Coding Speed

Electronics Electronics Information

General Science
Arithmetic Reasoning

Mathematics Knowledge

The Armed Forces Qualification Test

During the early years of World War H (1940-1942), men were accepted for military
service if they had completed the fourth grade or were able to pass literacy screening
tests; in later years (1943-1945), minimal literacy was no longer required for induction. ' 2,3,4

After entry into a Service, the primary test instrument for job assignment purposes was
the Army General Classification Test (AGCT). A test of general trainability, the AGCT
was composed of questions that measured verbal, arithmetic, and spatial abilities.

"Ginzberg, E., Anderson, J.K., Ginsburg, S.W., & Herma, J.L. The lost divisions. New York:
Columbia University Press, 1959.

2 Department of the Army. Marginal man and military service: A review. Washington, D.C.:
Department of the Army, 1965.

3 U.S. Selective Service. As the tide of war turns: The third report of the director of the
Selective Service, 1943-1944. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1945.

4Blum, A.A. Drafted or deferred. Ann Arbor, MI: Bureau of Industrial Relations, University
of Michigan, 1967.

5
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After World War II, this test was used by the Army for enlistment screening. The
AFQT, modeled after the AGCT, was introduced in 1950 to determine the eligibility
of draftees and volunteers to enter any of the Services.', 2,3

The AFQT has been revised periodically to lessen the likelihood of test compromise
and to update test language and content. Until 1973, each new AFQT was calibrated4

to the AGCT so that successive AFQT scores would have a constant meaning in terms
of level of trainability. In 1972, the Services discontinued use of a common AFQT;
from 1973 through 1975, each Service estimated an AFQT score from its own test bat-
tery. The ASVAB became operational as the single DoD enlistment test in 1976, and
since then AFQT scores have been based on a test common to all Services.

The AFQT composite from the ASVAB used in this study (Form 8A) was cali-
brated against an earlier version of the AFQT (Form 7A) used operationally from 1960
through 1972. This calibration established the linkage to the World War II reference
population, thereby enabling percentile scores from the new AFQT to have the same
interpretive meaning as scores from predecessor tests.

AFQT Categories

For reporting purposes, scores on the AFQT have traditionally been grouped into
five broad categories. Persons who score in Categories I and II tend to be above average
in trainability; those in Category III, average; those in Category IV, below average; and
those in Category V, markedly below average and, under current Service policy, not
eligible to enlist. The Services prefer enlistees in the higher AFQT categories because
training time and associated costs are lower. Also, these recruits are more likely to
qualify for specialized training in a greater number of occupational areas.

The range of percentile scores for the AFQT categories and the percentage of the
World War II reference population in each category are shown in Table 3. AFQT per-
centile scores are based on the World War II population of officers and enlisted men who
were on active duty as of 31 December 1944 - approximately 12 million males.

An error in calibration of the ASVAB in use from January 1976 through September
19801 resulted in inaccurate category designations for some recruits taking the test.
The AFQT that went into use in January 1976 had been miscalibrated to earlier forms of
the test, and this error inflated the AFQT scores of low-scoring enlistees. The problem

1 Uhlaner, J.E., & Bolanovich, D.J. Development of the Armed Forces Qualification Test and

predecessor Army screening tests, 1946-1950 (PRS Report 976). Washington, D.C.: Personnel
Research Section, Department of the Army, 7 November 1952.2Staff, Personnel Research Section. "The Army General Classification Test." Psychological
Bulletin, 1945, 42(0), 760-768.3Staff, Personnel Research Section. "The Army General Classification Test, with special ref-
erence to the construction and standardization of forms la and lb." Journal of Educational Psychology,
1947, 385-420.

Calibration is a method through which test raw scores are converted to percentile scores. Raw
scores on a test are of limited usefulness by themselves. When they are calibrated against the scores
of a defined and relevant population, percentile scores from different versions of a test have the same
interpretive meaning. For example, a percentile score of 65 from the current AFQT version should
equate to a percentile score of 65 from the AFQT used during the 1960s.

5Department of Defense. Aptitude testing of recruits. A Report to the House Committee on
Armed Services. Washington, D.C.: Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve
Affairs, and Logistics), July 1980.
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Table 3

Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Categories by
Corresponding Percentile Score Range and

Distribution of World War II Reference Population

World War II Reference
Percentile Score Population Distribution

AFQT Category Range (Percent)

I 93-100 8

II 65-92 28
III 31-64 34

IV 10-30 21

V 1-9 9
100

was corrected with introduction of the new, accurately calibrated test in October 1980.
In addition, the inflated scores for the FY 1976-1980 period were recomputed, and the
corrected norms were made available. This recomputation resulted in a significant
decrease in the percentages of Category III recruits and an increase in Category IV enlistees
recorded as having entered the Services during the late 1970s.

Validity of the AFQT and ASVAB Aptitude Composites

Although there have been some changes in the composition of the AFQT since its
introduction in 1950, it continues to serve its original purpose as a measure of general
trainability. As a reliable index of basic verbal and numeric skills, it is used to screen
out applicants for military service who function at the lowest ability levels. The experi-
ence of the last 35 years suggests that individuals who score low on the AFQT are less
likely to be successful in military training than are their higher scoring peers. Addition-
ally, they are more likely to have disciplinary problems. Though there are many high-

£ scoring personnel who prove ineffective and many low-scoring persons who perform well,
on the average, the higher an individual's AFQT score, the greater the likelihood of suc-
cessful military performance.

Scores on the ASVAB aptitude composites (e.g., electronics, combat, administrative)
have also shown their usefulness. Many training courses are highly technical and require
a degree of mechanical experience, and others an ability to deal with clerical and adminis-
trative tasks. Again, yet not perfectly predictive, the higher the scores attained on ASVAB
aptitude composites, the greater the probability that an individual will perform well in
training and develop the specific skills needed to be effective on the job.2

1 Department of Defense. Implementation of new Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery and
actions to improve the enlistment standards prooess. A Report to the House and Senate Committees on
Armed Services. Washington, D.C.: Office of the Asistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve
Affairs, and Logistics), December 31, 1980.

2A selected list of references on the topic of the utility of the AFQT and the ASVAB is presented in
the report bibliography.

7
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OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

This report describes analyses of the data from the 1980 Profile of American Youth.
The profile study research design, sampling procedures, and data analyses are described
in Section 2.

Section 3 presents a comparison of characteristics of the 1980 youth population and
military personnel-both FY 1981 accessions (Total DoD and by Service) and the World
War II reference population. Comparisons of AFQT scores and educational levels are
shown by sex and by racial/ethnic group. This section also includes historical informa-
tion on trends in AFQT and educational levels of military accessions over the past
20 years.'

In Section 4, average scores of the 1980 youth population subgroups are compared
on the AFQT, Service aptitude composites, and estimated reading grade levels. Results
are reported by age, sex, race/ethnicity, level of education, socioeconomic status, and
geographical region. Section 5 summarizes the results documented in this report.

Statistical tables underlying all figures are included in the appendices. An exten-
sive bibliography of references related to aspects of this report is included.

'Throughout this report, the term "military accessions" refers to new recruits without prior
military service.
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Section 2

STUDY METHODOLOGY

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

The 1980 Profile of American Youth is closely related to the five-year National
Longitudinal Survey (NLS) of Youth Labor Force Behavior.' The purpose of the NLS
is to study the behavior within the labor market of a large and representative cross
section of American youth. Information about youth born from 1957 through 1964
is being collected through annual personal interviews. The NLS is primarily concerned
with problems relating to employment and unemployment, but the interviews also gather
a great deal of supplemental information about the characteristics, experience, plans,
and attitudes of the young people. NLS respondents will be reinterviewed annually
for five years to track changes in attitudes and vocational behavior of American youth
across time.

The most important relationship between the profile study and the NLS is that
the profile study uses for its sample young people who completed the first annual inter-
view of the NLS in 1979. Use of the NLS sample provides the profile study with an
already existing, nationally representative sample of young people in the age group of
interest. Second, the data collection of both studies was carried out by the National
Opinion Research Center (NORC). Third, data can and will be shared between the two
studies. Demographic data collected by the NLS were added to the ASVAB test infor-
mation obtained in the profile study.2

STUDY RESEARCH DESIGN

The Sample

The NLS sample was designed to represent the national population of youth, ages
14 to 22, as of 1 January 1979.'4 Civilian members of the youth population were

'The NLS is funded by the Department of Labor under authority of the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act. The prime contractor for the NLS is the Center for Human Resource Research of
the Ohio State University. The National Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago, is the subcon-

* tractor for data collection. Funding for the 1980 Profile of American Youth was provided by the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics) and the Military
Services.

2 Sheatsley, P.B. The profile of American youth: Pretest report. Chicago: National Opinion
Research Center, September 1980.3 Frankel, M.R., & McWilliams, H.A. The profile of American youth: Technical sampling report.
Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, March 1981.

McWilliams, H.A., & Frankel, M.R. The profile of American youth: Non-technical sampling report.
Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, October 1981. The sample accurately represents the United
States civilian and military population of youth, ages 14 to 22 as of 1 January 1979. Aside from trivially
small differences introduced by deaths and by migrations into and out of the country by persons in this
age group, the sample accurately represents the summer 1980 population of United States youth, ages 16
to 23.
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obtained by screening approximately 80,000 households, carefully selected to provide a
representative nationwide sample, during the fall of 1978. This screening identified
approximately 14,000 eligible youth of the appropriate age. The sample included mem-
bers of the youth population serving in the military who were eligible for selection if
they (a) were serving in the Armed Services as of 30 September 1978 and (b) would be
between the ages of 17 and 21 as of 1 January 1979.

In the spring of 1979, NORC interviewed 12,686 civilian and military youth for

the first annual (baseyear) NLS survey. "e baseyear sample contains youth from both
urban and rural areas and from all major Census regions, and approximately equal pro-
portions of males and females. The sample overrepresents, in a statistically appropriate
way, certain key groups, such as Hispanics, blacks, economically disadvantaged whites,
and women in the military. This oversampling allows for more precise analyses of these
groups than would otherwise be possible.'

The 1980 youth profile study used for its target sample the 12,686 young people
who completed the first annual (1979) interview of the NLS. During July-October 1980,
a total of 11,914 ASVABs were administered, representing a completion rate of approxi-
mately 94 percent. Thirty-six cases were dropped from this final sample because test
procedures had been altered for these individuals due to language problems (e.g., non-
English speaking respondents) or physical and mental handicaps (e.g., blindness, cerebral
palsy, and mental retardation). The composition of the completed profile sample is
shown in Table 4 by sex and racial/ethnic group.2

Table 4

Composition of the Profile of American Youth Sample:
Racial/Ethnic Group and Sex

Sex
Racial/Ethnic

Group Male Female Total

Whites 3,531 3,496 7,027

Blackb 1,511 1,511 3,022

Hispanic 902 927 1,829

Total 5,344 5,934 11,878

aWhite includes all racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic.
bBlack does not include persons of Hispanic origin.

'As a result of the disproportionate oversampling among key group., all analyses of the NLS/
Profile of American Youth data must be done using weighted data.

2For the purposes of this report, three categories of racial/ethnic groups are used: white, black,
and Hispanic. The designation "white" actually means "white and others" and is composed of all non-
black and non-Hispanic examinees. A small proportion of Native Americans and persons of Asian
ancestry are thus included in the white groups. A more detailed description of racial/ethnic group
composition can be found in Section 4 of this report.
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Since the Services primarily recruit individuals who are 18 years of age and older, anal-
yses presented in this report focus upon young people born between 1 January 1957 and 31
December 1962. Unless otherwise stated, the age range for the profile study sample analyzed
here is 18 through 23 years at the time of testing. The final sample of 9,173 people of enlist-
ment age is shown in Table 5, by sex and racial/ethnic group. Supplementary analyses of the
remaining cases were performed and showed findings similar to those for the older youth.
These results are not reported since the individuals were not of enlistment-eligible age at the
time of testing.

Table 5

Composition of the Profile of American Youth Sample:
Year of Birth, Racial/Ethnic Group, and Sex a

Racial/Ethnic Group
Age at

Tim of Whiteb Bleckc  
Hispanic Total

Testing
Year of Birth (Yoes) Male Female Mail Female Male Female Male Female Total

1962 18 458 401 213 210 108 145 779 756 1,535
1961 19 363 418 207 211 129 116 699 745 1,444
1960 20 445 448 197 206 123 110 765 764 1,529
1959 21 490 519 169 195 108 109 767 823 1,590
1958 22 477 505 190 167 92 102 759 774 1,533
1957 23 521 488 167 166 93 107 781 761 1,542

TOTAL 2,754 2,779 1,143 1,155 653 689 4,550 4,623 9,173

aRaetrictd to persons in the smple born between January 1. 1957 and Oecember 31, 1962 (18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 1980).
bW ita includes all racial/ethnic groups other than block or Hispanic.
cB1ack does not include persons of Hispenic origin.

The corresponding size of the 1980 national youth population (weighted sample) is
shown in Table 6 by year of birth, racial/ethnic group, and sex.

Table 6
Composition of National Youth Population Based on Profile of American Youth Sample:

Year of Birth, Racial/Ethnic Group, and Sex a

(In Thousands)b

Racial/Ethnic Group
Age at

Time of Whitec Blackd Hispanic Total
Testing

Year of Birth (Years) Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Total

1962 ls 1,677.9 1,616.1 295,4 292.1 139.5 123.5 2,112.8 2,031.7 4,144.5
C 1961 19 1,701.6 1,643.9 296.6 293.1 140.0 124.3 2,138.2 2,061.3 4,199.5

1960 20 1,729.6 1,669.8 295.9 290.2 134.8 127.8 2,160.1 2,087.8 4,248.0
1959 21 1,753.2 1,675.3 285.2 289.3 120.1 131.8 2,158.8 2,096.4 4,255.1
1958 22 1,755.5 1,708.7 284.1 289.5 122.0 131.7 2,161.6 2,129.9 4,291.4
1957 23 1,762.8 1,700.4 275.7 282.9 121.2 127.5 2,159.7 2,110.8 4,270.4

TOTAL 10,380.6 10,014.2 1,733.0 1,737.1 777.6 766.6 12,891.2 12,517.9 25,409.1

aRestriced to persons in the ample born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962 (18 through 23'years at time of testing. July-October 1980).
bFigujs we rounded.
CWhita includes all racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic.
d~lack does not include persons of Hispanic origin.
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Quality of the Sample

To provide DoD with an assessment of the ,ampip design, development of sample
case weights, and sampling statistics, an independent panel of sampling experts (Dr. B.F.
King, University of Washington; Dr. L. Kish, University of Michigan; Dr. G.E. Hall, U.S.
Burfau of Census; and Dr. J. Sedransk, State University of New York) was convened.

The panel concluded: (a) the sample design was appropriate for meeting the objec-
tives of the profile study, and (b) all of the statistical procedures used in the development
of sample case weights and sampling statistics met the professional criteria established for
efforts of this nature, both in the public and the private sectors.'

TEST ADMINISTRATION

During the period July through October 1980, NORC representatives administered
the ASVAB to the 11,914 young people who comprised the profile sample. Testing
was generally conducted in groups of five to ten persons. More than 400 test sites,
including hotels, community centers, and libraries throughout the United States and
abroad, were used. The test was administered according to strict guidelines conforming
to standard ASVAB procedures. 2 Great care was also taken to assure confidentiality.

In May 1981, NORC sent all respondents copies of their test results, information
to interpret the scores, and a brochure containing vocational and educational informa-
tion. Participants were paid honoraria for completing the test. The decision to pay an
honorarium was based on experience in similar studies, which indicated that an incentive
would be needed to get young people to travel up to an hour to a testing center, spend
three hours or more taking a test, and then travel home. The honorarium was set at $50.
It has been anticipated that the monetary incentive offered for participation in the apti-
tude profile study would counteract attrition of the NLS sample. The high rate of partici-
pation that was attained added to the value of the data.

The decision to provide an incentive honorarium was also influenced by the impor-
tance of the NLS itself, and an obligation to ensure that the added demands of the
profile study on the NLS respondents would do nothing to discourage their further partici-
pation in the NLS study.

QUALITY CONTROL FOR THE STUDY

Quality of Data Files

A DoD team of testing experts and computer programmers verified that NORC
had accurately transcribed ASVAB scores and demographic information from the
original source documents (i.e., answer sheets and questionnaires) to the computer tape
provided to DoD. A random sample (one percent of the cases) was selected for the
data audit. For the sample cases, ASVAB answer sheets were hand-scored and demographic
questionnaires were manually reviewed. In every case, the information from the source
documents had been correctly recorded on the tape. 3

'Frankel, M.R., & McWilliams, H.A. The profile of American youth: Technical sampling report.
Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, March 1981.

McWilliams, H.A. The profile of American youth: Field report. Chicago: National Opinion
Research Center, December 1980.

3 Beliman, W.S., & Hagan, H.T. The profile of American youth: Data audit (Technical Memorandum
81-1). Washington, D.C.: Directorate for Accession Policy, Office of the Secretary of Defense, April 1981.
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Quality of ASVAB
To evaluate the suitability of the ASVAB for measuring the aptitudes of a national

sample of young people, DoD contracted with Dr. R.D. Bock, an authority on educational
and psychological testing at the University of Chicago. Dr. Bock evaluated the test to
determine its appropriateness for measuring vocational aptitudes and its equity for minori-
ties and females. He reported:

Data from responses of the Profile of American Youth sample to the
ASVAB are free from major defects such as high levels of guessing or care-
lesness, inappropriate levels of difficulty, cultural test-question bias, and
inconsistencies in test administration procedures. They provide a sound
basis for the estimation of population attributes such as means, medians
and percentile points, for the youth population as a whole and for sub-
populations defined by age, sex, and rawldtr~city.

1

Based on Bock's analysis it can be conclwdf:r o-, the ASVAB is useful for meas-
uring vocational aptitudes of civilian youth. ,' t'? Dr. Bock has stated that the
quality of the ASVAB equals or surpasses , : . ,V-,mercial aptitude and achievement
tests.

'Bock, R.D., & Mislevy, R.J. Data quality analysis of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
Battery. Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, August 1981.
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Section 3

COMPARISON OF THE 1980 YOUTH POPULATION
WITH MILITARY ACCESSIONS

This section focuses primarily on the similarities and differences between current
enlistees and the population of contemporary youth. It also presents a comparison of
aptitude test scores between the World War II reference population and the Profile of
American Youth population.

To place recent data in historical perspective, a brief review of recruiting experi-
ences over the past two decades is provided. Traditionally, DoD has used three criteria
for gauging its "success" in manning the force. The first and most fundamental measure
is the achievement of manpower strength objectives. Since the end of conscription the
active forces have consistently been within one-and-one-half percent of the manpower
levels authorized by Congress. The second and third "criteria of success" are measures
of the "quality" of new recruits: enlistment test scores and level of education.

1980 YOUTH POPULATION COMPARED WITH THE
WORLD WAR II REFERENCE POPULATION'

The AFQT category distributions of the 1980 male youth population and the World

War II reference population are compared in Table 72 Forty percent of the 1980

Table 7

Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Distributions of 1980 Male Youth
Population and World War II Reference Populationa

(Percent)

AFEIT Category

Population Group I II III IV V Total Median

1980 Male Youthb 5 35 29 23 8 100 53

World War II Reference 8 28 34 21 9 100 50

81980 Male Youth Population is restricted to persons born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962
(18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 1980).

bFemales are excluded from this table because the World War II reference population was exclusively male.

'The "World War II reference population" approximates the actual composition of males on active
duty (officers and enlisted personnel) as of 31 December 1944.2 Females were not included in this particular comparison because the World War II reference popu-
lation was composed exclusively of males.
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youth population are in the two highest AFQT categories (I and II combined), compared
with 36 percent of the World War II military population. In the two lowest categories
(IV and V combined), the proportions of 1980 male youth and the World War II popu-
lation are almost identical. The proportion in Category III was higher in the reference
population.

The median AFQT percentile score for 1980 male youth is 53, compared with a
median percentile score of 50 for the reference population. Fifty-four percent of the
males in the profile study population achieved an AFQT score of 50 or above.

The similarity between the World War II reference population and the 1980 youth
population does not necessarily suggest that ability, as measured by the AFQT, has
remained relatively constant over the past 35 years. The data presented in Table 7
reflect differences in population demographics, test scaling variations, differences in
test construction and administration, and related factors, and thus do not permit analyses
of test score trends over time. Even if one makes the assumption that the two test
score distributions could be reliably compared, aptitudes and test scores may have fluct-
uated during the intervening years in many other ways. In the absence of additional
data, further interpretations would be speculative.

HISTORICAL TRENDS IN ACCESSIONS

Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFOT) Scores

Historical comparisons of AFQT scores of military recruits are useful to Defense
manpower analysts and policymakers. Assessment of trends in the aptitudes of recruits
allows DoD to examine the effects of policy changes and market factors on Service
recruiting.

The variations in the AFQT category distributions of military accessions over the
past two decades are shown in Figure 1 for total DoD. Army data are presented sepa-
rately in Figure 2 since the Army has the largest manning requirements of all the Ser-
vices and has typically been the center of attention in military manpower studies. It
is clear from these figures that AFQT scores of military accessions have shifted widely
over the past 21 years.

The proportion of accessions in Category I remained fairly constant from FY 1961
through FY 1969, both for total DoD and for the Army. However, since 1970, there
has been a downward trend in the proportion of Category I accessions-a trend that is
similar to the decline in scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and other stand-
ardized aptitude and achievement tests during the same period.'

From FY 1961 through FY 1976, the percentages of Category II DoD recruits
were greater than the 28 percent level in the World War II reference population. How-
ever, in the Army the Category II accessions during this period remained consistently
close to the World War II level. From FY 1976 through FY 1980, the proportion of
Category II accessions decreased, both for total DoD and for the Army, followed by
a significant increase in FY 1981. Two major factors that may have contributed to
this decline were an improved national economy following the recession of 1974-75,
with attendant improvements in civilian job prospects, and a relative reduction in
military pay (i.e., in relation to changes in the cost-of-living).

'Waters, B.K. The test score decline: A review and annotated bibliography (Technical Memo-
randum 81-2). Washington, D.C.: Directorate for Accession Policy, Office of the Secretary of
Defense, August 1981.
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()Broken lines show the percentage of accessions scoring within the respective AF0T category, as(D originally reported prior to the discovery of test miscalibration. Solid lines for this period (FY 1976-80)
reflect she per'tentage of accessions based on test scores that were later renormed.

Figure 1. Total DoD: Percentage Distribution of Nonprior Service Accessions by Armed
Forces Quialification Test (AFQT) Category, Fiscal Years 1961-81.
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Figure 2. Army: Percentage Distribution of Nonprior Service Accessions by
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFOT) Category. Fiscal Yeas 1961-81.
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The distributions of Category III and IV accessions, both total DoD and Army,
tended to be inversely related. As shown in Figures 1 and 2, when the proportion of
Category III accessions decreased, the proportion of Category IV accessions increased,
and vice versa. The three major shifts in the proportion of Category IV accessions-
the sharp rise during the late 1960s, the rapid decrease in the mid 1970s, and the rise
in the late 1970s-seem to be related to specific events or changes in recruiting policy.
During 1966-71, "Project 100,000" resulted in the entrance of 322,000 lower-ability
individuals, thus increasing the proportion of Category IV accessions. , 2  The sharp
decrease in the proportion of Category IV accessions during the early 1970s was a func-
tion of several factors-the end of the Vietnam conflict and consequent drop in accession
requirements, and the heightened recruiting efforts and increases in military compensation
in connection with the introduction of the All-Volunteer Force, which tended to attract
more highly qualified recruits. The higher percentages of Category IV accessions during
FYs 1976-80 resulted primarily from the ASVAB miscalibration, which originally placed
many recruits in Category III when they should have been in Category IV.'

It should be noted that the AFQT distributions for military recruits include only
enlisted personnel. The AFQT is not typically administered to persons who enter
military service as officer candidates or officers. If these individuals did take the test,
they probably would score in Categories I and II. It is estimated that if officers were
included, the percentages in Categories I and II combined would probably increase
between 3 and 4 percent. The percentages in Categories Ill-IV would be correspond-
ingly decreased.

Another way of evaluating recruit aptitude trends over time is to compare the rela-
tive percentages of new recruits who score at the 50th percentile and above. The propor-
tions of accessions (males and females) with AFQT scores of 50 or higher since the
early 1960s are shown in Figure 3 (total DoD and Army nonprior service). Total DoD
recruit quality, as estimated by this measure, remained relatively constant during the
peacetime draft years. Both DoD and Army recruit scores showed a slight downward
trend during the years of the Vietnam-era draft. The average scores increased during
the early years of the All-Volunteer Force (FY 1973-75) and then dropped sharply as
a result of ASVAB miscalibration (FY 1976-80). The AFQT scores of recruits rose
during FY 1981; in fact, for DoD as a whole, individuals who entered service in FY 1981
had the highest average score for new recruits since FY 1976.

Educational Level

Possession of a high school diploma ib an important indicator of the capacity of
individuals to adjust successfully to military life. A person who did not graduate from
high school is twice as likely to leave the military before completing the first three
years of service as is a high school diploma graduate. Conseqilentiy, recruiting programs

'Department of Defense. Project 100,000: Characteristics and performance of "new standards"
men. Washington, D.C.: Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs),
December 1969.

2 Ratliff, F.R., & Earles, J.A. Research on the management. training, and utilization of low
aptitude personnel (AFHRL-TR-76-69). Brooks AFB, TX: Air Force Human Resources Laboratory,
December 1976.3 1f the ASVAB had been correctly calibrated, the efforts of recruiters might have resulted in
the enlistment of more highly-qualified individuals, and the average scores might not have declined so
dramatically when renormed.
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Figure 3. Percent of Nonprior Service Accessions (Army and Total DOD) Scoring
At or Above AFOT 50, Fiscal Years 1961-81.

have traditionally emphasized efforts to enlist high school diploma gradustes. The percentages,
by Service, of nonprior service accessions over the last decade who had high school diplomas
when they entered are shown in Table 8.

Table 8

Percent of Nonprior Service Accessions Who Are

High School Diploma Graduates by Service, Fiscal Years 1972-81

Fiscal Year

Service 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Army 61 62 50 58 59 59 74 64 54 80

Navy 71 65 64 71 77 73 77 77 75 76

Marine Corps 52 51 50 53 62 70 75 75 78 80

Air Force 83 85 92 91 89 88 85 83 83 88

DoD Total 87 68 61 66 69 69 77 73 68 81

SOURCE: Office of the Asitnt Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics).
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In FY 1981, the proportion of high school diploma graduates increased in all Ser-
vices, and particularly in the Army. The DoD total of 81 percent represents an all-time
high in the educational level of recruits. These results reflect vigorous recruiting efforts,
additional recruiting resources provided by the Congress, increased military pay and com-
pensation, and higher youth unemployment.

1980 YOUTH POPULATION COMPARED WITH FY 1981 ACCESSIONS

Since the Services primarily recruit individuals who are ages 18 and older, the youth
population analyses were focused upon persons between the ages of 18 and 23.' Military
accession data were similarly limited to test scores of individuals in this age range so that
direct comparisons could be made. Thus, statistics cited in this section will differ slightly
from official DoD statistics that include all ages.

AFQT SCORES

The AFQT category distributions of FY 1981 military accessions and the 1980
youth population are compared in Table 9. In FY 1981, DoD enlisted a slightly smaller
proportion of individuals with above-average scores (Categories I and II combined) than
were found in the 1980 youth population. However, the proportion of accessions
scoring in the average range (Category III) was considerably higher than the comparable
proportion of the 1980 youth population, and the proportion of recruits in the below-
average range (Categories IV and V combined) was lower than the comparable proportion
of the youth population.

In FY 1981, 80 percent of all nonprior service accessions received scores within
AFQT Categories 1-111, a substantially higher proportion than the 69 percent in the 1980
youth population. For the Army, the proportion of Army recruits who scored in Cate-
gories I-III was similar to the proportion among contemporary youth.

Overall, individuals who entered military service in FY 1981 scored higher on the
AFQT than did individuals in the youth population. This difference is partly the result
of Service restrictions on the enlistment of individuals at the lower end of the aptitude
range. Service policy, for example, currently prohibits enlisting applicants who score in
Category V; in addition, many Category IV applicants do not meet Service enlistment
standards.

Representativeness

In discussions about the All-Volunteer Force, much emphasis is placed on the cross-
sectional character of the enlisted ranks and the need to have a military institution that
mirrors the society which it serves.' During recent years, such discussions have centered
largely on issues regarding the "quality" of enlisted personnel. The Profile of American
Youth offers, for the first time, an accurate index for evaluating the cross-sectional
character of military accessions in terms of comparative aptitude test scores and edu-
cational level. Analyses were therefore performed, by Service, to determine how new

'Individuals who were 23 years old at the time of testing represented the oldest group studied
in the Profile of American Youth.

2Eitelberg, M.J. "American youth and military representation: In search of the perfect portrait."
Youth and Society, 1978, 10, 5 31.
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Table 9

Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and FY 1.,81 Nonprior Service Accessions by
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Category and Sexa

AFUT Categoryb
Percent

II III IV V Scoring
AFQT 50

Sex and Population Group (Percent) Total Median or Above

Male

FY 1981 Accessions

Army 2 21 43 34 0 100 41 39
Navy 3 35 48 14 0 100 56 60
Marine Corps 3 29 53 15 0 100 52 54
Air Force 3 39 50 8 0 100 59 67

Total DoD 3 30 47 20 0 100 52 54

1980 Youth 5 35 29 23 8 100 53 54

Femalec

FY 1981 Accessions

Army 2 19 47 32 0 100 42 37

Navy 3 34 54 9 0 100 57 62
Marine Corps 3 47 50 d 0 100 64 92
Air Force 3 39 54 4 0 100 59 70

Total DoD 3 29 51 17 0 100 53 55

1980 Youth 4 31 34 25 6 100 50 51

Total

FY 1981 Accessions

Army 2 21 43 34 0 100 41 39
Navy 3 35 48 14 0 100 56 61
Marine Corps 3 30 53 14 0 100 54 57
Ai7 Force 3 39 50 8 0 100 59 67

Total DoD 3 30 47 20 0 100 52 54

1980 Youth 4 33 32 24 7 100 51 53

a19 80 youth population and FY 1981 nonprior sarvice accessions restricted to persons born betweeen January 1, 1957

and December 31, 1962 (18 through 23 years).
bPersons scoring in AFQT Category V are not eligible for military enlistment.
cFemsles comprise approximately one-half of the 1980 youth population and less than one-fifth of FY 1981 accessions.
dLess then 0.5 percent.
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recruits compared, by sex and racial/ethnic groups, with the population of youth from
which they were drawn.

Sex Results. The AFQT scores of FY 1981 nonprior service accessions and the
1980 youth population are also compared by sex in Table 9. In general, the pro-
portion of males who scored in the above-average range (Categories I and II combined)
was greater in the 1980 youth population than among accessions in each of the Ser-
vices. The only exception was the Air Force, where slightly more male accessions
scored in this range. Female accessions in each Service except the Army scored more
often in AFQT Categories I and II than did females in the youth population. How-
ever, because the Army has the largest number of females, the percentage for total
DoD female accessions in Categories I and II is also below the national population
of females.

All Services have substantially more accessions of both sexes in the average range
(Category III) than are found in the youth population as a whole. In the below-
average range (AFQT Categories IV and V combined) only the Army has a larger
proportion than is in the population.

Racial/Ethnic Results. The AFQT category distributions, by racial/ethnic group,
of the 1980 youth population and FY 1981 accessions are presented in Table 10.
The percentages of white accessions scoring in the above-average range (Categories I
and II combined), in the Air Force, Navy, and the Marine Corps are fairly close to
the percentage of white youth. The Army, however, is substantially below the
national percentage.

For blacks, all Services except the Army have a larger percentage of accessions
in Categories I and II than in the civilian population; the Army has a slightly smaller
percentage. For Hispanics, the Navy and Air Force percentages in Categories I and
II exceed the national percentage, the Marine Corps is equal, and the Army has one-
half the national percentage. All Services have a larger percentage of minorities in
the average range (Category III) than does the minority youth population. In the
below-average range (Category IV), as in the other racial/ethnic comparisons, the Army
has a larger percentage than the national norm; the other Services have a smaller per-
centage. The figures for total DoD accessions tend to be close to the national per-
centages for each racial/ethnic group with the exception that Category V applicants
are excluded from enlistment.

High School Graduation Status

High school graduation status is used in combination with AFQT scores to
measure the quality and predict the probability of training success of military appli-
cants. The educational level (based upon high school graduation) of the 1980 youth
population and military accessions (18 to 23 years old) was compared by sex and
racial/ethnic group.

As shown in Table 11, all Military Services recruited a much higher percentage
of high school diploma graduates and a lower proportion of non-high school graduates
than are found in the national youth population. This pattern holds true for both
males and females. The relative educational level of female accessions surpassed
that of male accessions and was considerably nigher than the educational level (as
determined by high school graduaLlun status) of females in the general population.
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Table 10

Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and FY 1981 Nonprior Service Accessions by
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Category and Racial/Ethnic Groupl

AFQT Categoryb
Percent

I II Il IV V Scoring
Racial/Ethnic Group and AFT 50

Population Group (Percent) Total Median or Above

Whitec

FY 1981 Accessions

Army 3 27 46 24 0 100 50 48
Navy 4 38 48 10 0 100 ,59 66
Marine Corps 3 35 52 10 0 100 56 63
Air Force 4 42 47 7 0 100 62 71

Total DoD 3 35 48 14 0 100 58 61

1980 Youth 5 39 34 19 3 100 59 61

Blackd

FY 1981 Accessions

Army 5 5 34 61 0 100 27 13
Navy e 11 49 40 0 100 36 26
Marine Corps e 11 57 32 0 100 38 30
Air Force 1 17 67 15 0 100 46 44

Total DoD e 9 46 45 0 100 33 23

1980 Youth e 7 21 46 26 100 17 14

Hispanic

FY 1981 Accessions

Army e 7 38 55 0 100 31 18
Navy 1 21 53 25 0 100 48 42
Marine Corps 1 13 63 23 0 100 45 37
Air Force e 24 64 12 0 100 53 52

Total DoD 1 14 50 35 0 100 41 33

1980 Youth 1 13 27 39 20 100 23 23

a1980 youth population and FY 1981 nonprior service accessions restricted to persons born between January 1, 1957 and
December 31, 1962 (18 through 23 years).

bPersons scoring in AFQT Category V are not eligible for military enlistment.
cWhite includes all racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic.
dBlack does not include persons of Hispanic origin.
aLess than 0.5 percent.
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Table 11

Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and 1981 Nonprior Service Accessions by
Level of Education and Sexe

(Percent)

Level of Education

Non-High School GED High School High School Oiploma
Graduate Equivalency Craduate or Above

Population Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total

FY 1981 Military
Accessions

Army 14 3 13 3 2 2 83 95 85
Navy 10 b 9 11 7 11 79 93 80
Marine Corps 12 b 11 4 0 4 84 100 85

Air Force 3 2 2 6 8 7 91 90 91

Total DoDc 10 2 9 6 4 5 84 94 85

1980 Youth 24 20 22 4 3 4 72 77 74

SOURCE: Table C-2, Appendix C.

aRestricted to persons in the simple born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962
(18 through 23 years at time of testing, July-October 1980).
bLess than 0.5 percent.
CMay not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table 12 displays the educational distributions of FY 1981 military accessions
and 1980 youth by racial/ethnic group. It can be seen that the relative proportion of
white recruits in the Military Services with a high school diploma is fairly similar to
the comparable proportion of white youth in the general population--Tanging from
79 percent in the Navy to 90 percent in the Air Force, compared with 80 percent of
civilian youth. At the same time, the proportions of black and Hispanic recruits with
a high school diploma exceed the comparable proportions of black and Hispanic youth
who are high school graduates in the general population-and by a considerable margin.
About six out of 10 black youth were high school graduates at the time of testing,
compared with nine out of 10 black recruits during FY 1981. Just over half (55
percent) of Hispanic youth had completed high school, in comparison with over eight
out of 10 Hispanic recruits.

In addition to AFQT and educational level, comparisons of "quality" can be
made with two other measures-Service aptitude composites and estimates of reading
ability. Although these measures are presented for contemporary youth subgroups in
Section 4, similar data are not available for FY 1981 military accessions for two reasons.
First, each Service uses its own set of aptitude composites. Even though three com-
posites are common across Services, other composites differ in terms of number, name,
and subtest content. For example, the Army has nine composites, while the Navy,
Marine Corps, and Air Force have nine, seven, and four, respectively. Each Service
has developed its own composites to maximize utility in predicting success in Service-
specific training courses. Thus, comparisons across Service composites could not be
meaningfully interpreted without the exact definition of each composite and the cluster
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of training courses for which they are used. Second, comparable estimates of reading
grade level are not available for all FY 1981 accessions, because many individuals who
entered Service during that year took a different version of ASVAB than the one admin-
istered to the 1980 youth population. (Some recruits were tested with ASVAB Forms 6
and 7 in FY 1980, but postponed entry into active duty until the following year through
enrollment in the Delayed Entry Program.) Consequently, reading grade levels can not
be estimated for them on the same basis as for recruits who actually tested and entered
the military in FY 1981 and for the youth population.

Table 12

Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and 1981 Nonprior Service Accessions by
Level of Education and Racial/Ethnic Group6

(Percent)

Level of Education

Non-High School GED High School High School Diploma
Graduate Equivalency Graduate or Above

Population Group Whiteb Bleckc Hispanic White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic

FY 1981 Military.
Accesions

Army 15 7 9 3 2 3 82 92 88

Navy 10 4 8 11 6 11 79 89 81

Marine Corps 12 8 9 4 2 4 84 90 87

Air Force 3 1 2 7 4 6 90 95 92

Total Dood 10 5 7 7 3 6 83 92 87

1980 Youth 16 32 42 4 4 3 80 64 55

SOURCE: Table C-2, Appendix C. -

ORestricted to persons in the sample born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962.
bWhite includes all racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic.
CMlack does not include parsons of Hispanic origin.
dMay not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Section 4

ANALYSES OF SUBGROUPS IN THE
1980 YOUTH POPULATION

The ASVAB scores of subgroups within the profile study youth population were
selectively compared on the basis of AFQT, aptitude composites common across Services,
and reading ability. The demographic variables selected for analysis were age, sex, race/
ethnicity, level of education, socioeconomic status (mother's education), and geographic
region.

The AFQT comparison measures are the mean AFQT percentile scores of the profile
study sample.' The common aptitude composites are Mechanical (M), Administrative (A),
General (G), and Electronics (E). The individual subtests that comprise these composites
are shown in Table 13. Reading ability estimates, expressed in terms of grade levels,

Table 13

Common Aptitude Composites and Their
Component ASVAB Subtests

(Forms 8, 9, and 10)

Common Aptitude Composites ASVAB Subtests

Mechanical (M)8 Mechanical Comprehension
Automotive-Shop Information
General Science

Administrative (A) Coding Speed
Numerical Operations
Paragraph Comprehension
Word Knowledge

General lG) Arithmetic Reasoning
Paragraph Comprehension
Word Knowledge

Electronics (E) Arithmetic Reasoning
S Electronics Information

General Science
Mathematics Knowledge

aThe Administrative, General, and Electronics composites are the some for
all four Services. For the purpose of populrticn subgroup Analyss, this
report uses the Air Force version of the Mechanical composite.

'Most data on AFQT are reported in terms of percentile scores. For this analysis, the raw AFQT
scores of individuals were converted to AFQT percentile scores and the mean percentile scores foc each sub-
group were then calculated. The mean AFQT percentile scores show the average rank or position (relative
to the World War II reference population) of individuals, on a scale of one to ninety-ninc. For example, a
mean AFQT percentile score of 40 for a certain subgroup indicates that, on the average, individuals within
this subgroup score equal to or better than 40 percent of all individuals in the reference population.
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were obtained for the profile study subgroups by converting ASVAB General composite
scores to comparable scores on the Adult Basic Learning Examination (ABLE).'

The results of the subgroup comparisons are presented primarily in bar charts and
graphs. Detailed statistics and supporting data appear in the appendices. It should be
kept in mind that analyses of subgroups employ average test scores; statistical treatments
of various subpopulations often obscure the fact that many individuals score above or
below the average for their particular group or any other group. No attempt is made
here to explain or explore possible causative factors underlying subgroup differences,2

but brief background discussions are included to provide a perspective for viewing sub-
group differences.3

AGE

The results of the profile study, analyzed according to examinee age at time of
testing, are consistent with prior work on the relationship between aptitude test scores
and age. In general, test scores in the 1980 youth population increase with examinee
age through 23 years old, the upper age limit of the profile.

Numerous studies have indicated that mental ability reaches a peak in early adult-
hood (the mid-20s). Longitudinal studies (where the same individuals are reexamined at
fixed intervals) conducted since the early 1950s indicate a somewhat different pattern
of intellectual growth and decline than that found in cross-sectional research (where
individuals representing different generations are observed). Although there is still little
longitudinal evidence concerning the shape of the so-called "age-curve," the data now
imply (a) a pattern of intellectual growth through early adulthood; (b) general stability
during the middle decades of life (with increases in certain abilities and decreases in others)

'ABLE is a battery of tests (vocabulary, spelling, reading, arithmetic/computation, and arithmetic/
problem solving) designed to measure the educational achievement of adults who have not completed
high school. ABLE covers 12 years of school achievement through the use of three separate levels
of test batteries. Since the ASVAB General composite (which combines paragraph comprehension,
word knowledge, and arithmetic reasoning subtests) correlates so highly (r = .85) with ABLE, it was
possible to convert the General composite scores to scores on ABLE and then use these measures as
estimates of reading grade level. The general methodology for developing these conversions is
explained in Mathews, J.J., Valentine, L.D., & Sellman, W.S. Prediction of reading grade levels of
Service applicants from Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) (AFHRL-TR-78-82).
Brooks Air Force Base, TX: Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, December 1978.2 An analysis and discussion of causative factors can be found in Bock, R.D., & Moore, E.G.J.
The profile of American youth: Demographic influences on ASVAB test performance. Chicago:
National Opinion Research Center, December 1981. Bock and Moore analyzed the data from the
Profile of American Youth study on the 10 subtests that comprise the ASVAB. The present analysis
concentrates upon AFQT and aptitude composites. This difference in analytical focus should be con-
sidered in comparing results across the two studies.3 The interested reader can find a somewhat more detailed summary of the subject and a list
of references in Eitelberg, M.J. Subpopulation differences in performance on tests of mental ability:
Historical review and annotated bibliography (Technical Memorandum 81-3). Washington, D.C.:
Directorate for Accession Policy, Office of the Secretary of Defense, August 1981. Comprehen-
sive treatments of the topic can also be found in a number of works within the fields of differ-
ential psychology, educational psychology, and psychological testing cited in the report bibliography.
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(c) a gradual and minor decline beginning after the age of 50; and (d) incr', decline
during the 70s and 80s. In addition, there is some evidence to suggest thaT i.vllectual
decline is accelerated by the removal of educational (or intellectual) stimulation. , 2,3,4

As noted previously, this analysis focused on youth who were between 18 and 23
years old at the time of testing. The upper age limit of 23 years is the cut-off point for
the profile study sample. Although data were available for younger age groups, the lower
age limit of 18 years was selected for this study because it is the approximate age at
which one is both eligible and most likely to enter military service.

AFQT Results. Mean AFQT percentile scores increased in direct correspondence
with age, as shown in Figure 4. This pattern remained consistent across sex and racial/
ethnic subgroups.
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Figure 4. 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by Age.

Matarazzo, J.D. Weschsler's measurement and appraisal of adult intelligence (5th ed.). Baltimore:

Williams and Wilkins, 1972.
2 Bayley, N. "Development of mental abilities." In P. Mussen (Ed.), Carmichael's manual of child

psychology, (Vol. I). New York: Wiley, 1970.
3 Kangas, J., & Bradway, K. "Intelligence at middle age: A thirty-eight year follow-up." Develop-

mental Psychology, 1971, 5, 333-337.
4 Tyler, L.E. The psychology of human differences (3rd ed.). New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1965.
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Reading Ability Results. In the same manner as AFQT scores, estimates of reading
grade level increased with each successive two-year age group.
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Source: Detailed statistics appear in Table C-1, Appendix C.

Figure 5. 1980 Youth Population Mean Estimated Reading Grade Level by Age.

Persons in the 18 and 19 age group read, on the average, at the lower ninth-grade
level (9.1). The average reading grade level increased for 20- and 21-year-olds by about
three months (9.4). Similarly, 22- and 23-year-olds had a mean reading grade level about
four months higher (9.8) than their younger counterparts.

Average years of education completed for the three two-year age groups were: 18
and 19 years old, 10.9 years; 20 and 21 years old, 12.0 years; and 22 and 23 years old,
12.6 years.

SEX
In general, profile study males and females performed similarly on the AFQT. Sex

differences were found on the aptitude composites, with males scoring higher, on the
average, on Mechanical, General, and Electronics composites and females scoring higher
on the Administrative composite. As with most of the data from this study, these
results were consistent with previously published studies on aptitude differences.

Many standardized tests of general aptitude are designed to eliminate (or counter-
balance) items or subtests that result in systematically higher scores for one sex over the
other. The effort to minimize or balance differential factors is based on a realization
that there is no clear understanding of which specific test items are the best indicators
of general ability, and a belief that no special "advantage" in measured performance on
these tests should be given to either sex.

30

0'



Nevertheless, the consistent trend has been that males tend to excel on tests of
mathematical reasoning (quantitative ability), spatial abilities, and mechanical/science
aptitudes whereas females tend to excel on tests involving verbal fluency or the mechanics
of language, memory abilities, perceptual speed, and manual dexterity.', 2

0FQT Results. The AFQT measures verbal and quantitative abilities in approxi-
mately equal proportion. This balance reduces the likelihood of sex-related differences
in test performance. In fact, males and females in the 1980 youth population achieved
similar AFQT scores.

Overall, males had a mean AFQT percentile score of 50.8; females were slightly
lower, with a mean prcentile score of 49.5. It can be seen in Figure 6 that the mean
AFQT percentile sccT s of males and females were similar for the two younger age groups.
For the age group 22. nd-23-years, a larger average difference occurred, with males sur-
passing females by 4 percentile points.
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Figure 6. 1980 Youth Population Mean AFOT Percentile by Age and Sex.

Tyler, L.E. The psychology of human differences (3rd ed.). New York: Appleton-Century-
Croft., 1965.

2 Maccoby, E.E., & Jacklin, C.M. The psychology of sex difference& Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1974.
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Aptitude Composite Results. Sex differences on the common Service composites are
presented in Figure 7. The widest gap between the scores of males and females occurred
on the Mechanical composite-where the mean percentile score for males (51) was nearly
double the mean percentile score for females (26). Males also outperformed females on
the Electronics composite (a mean score of 53 compared with a score of 41 for females)
and, to a lesser degree, on the General composite. Females, on the other hand, achieved
a higher mean percentile score than did males on the Administrative composite (51 com-
pared with 44 for males).
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Figure 7. 1980 Youth Population Mean Percentile Scores on Common Aptitude
Composites by Sex.

Reading Ability Results. As shown in Figure 8, the mean estimated reading grade
level for the total sample of males (9.6) was higher than the score for females (9.3) by
three months. By point of further comparison, the average years of education completed
by the profile study population (at time of testing) were 11.8 for males and 11.9 for females.

RACE/ETHNICITY

The profile study classified the youth population into three groups, selected primarily
because they represent the largest relative racial/ethnic subgroups within the general
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Figure 8. 1980 Youth Population Mean Estimated Reading Grade Level
by Sex.

population. The groups are: white and others (including all non-Hispanic and non-
black racial/ethnic youth), black (non-Hispanic), and Hispanic.

The category defined as "white and others" included Native Americans, Pacific
Islanders, and persons of Asian ancestry. Since the data were weighted and the propor-
tion of "non-white" members of this group are so small in comparison with whites,
the difference between the combined group and a "white only" group are negligible.
For the purposes of this report, references to "white" mean "white and other" racial/
ethnic groups.

The Hispanic category includes several separate subgroups (e.g., Mexican-Americans,
Puerto Ricans, Cubans and other Latin Americans, Spanish, and Portuguese) variously
described as being of "Hispanic" origi &i.

Results of the profile study racial/ethnic group comparison are consistent with
studies previously reported in the testing literature. In general, the average AFQT score
for whites surpassed those of the two minority groups. Hispanics scored, on the average,
somewhat higher than blacks. Racial/ethnic differences in reading grade level were
found to parallel differences in AFQT scores. White and Hispanic males had slightly
higher scores than did their female counterparts. There was virtually no difference in
scores between black males and black females.
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Attempts to measure racial differences in test performance in the civilian sector can
be traced back as far as the late nineteenth century.' , 2,3,4, 5 Most studies of racial/ethnic
group performance in this country have focused primarily on the differential abilities of
white and black children and young adults.

Published evidence suggests that on standardized tests of verbal and quantitative ability,
(a) whites, on the average, score higher than blacks; (b) average group differences remain
fairly constant during the school years (the smallest differences occur at the very young ages);

(c) blacks perform relatively better on verbal tests than on non-verbal tests; (d) the socio-
economic, geographic, and educational correlates for racial minority groups and whites are
generally similar (though there are some differences in the magnitude of correlation); and,
further, (e) the differences in scores between individuals of the same race generally ex ceed
the differences in average scores of separate races.6' ', 8,9

Aptitude testing by the American military during World War I gave impetus to devel-
opment of the Army General Classification Test (AGCT) of World War 11. The stated
purpose of the AGCT was to "sort out new arrivals according to their ability to learn
quickly the duties of a soldier" while "keeping at a minimum items greatly influenced by
amount of schooling and by cultural inequalities."' 0

During the World War ii mobilization period (1941-46), approximately 84 percent of
all black soldiers scored in AGCT Categories IV and V (combined), compared with 32 per-
cent of white soldiers. Thirty-three percent of whites and 13 percent of blacks were in
Category III; about 35 percent of whites, compared with 3 percent of blacks, placed in
Categories I and [ (combined). 1  ' 2

More recent data on the AFQT show that usually about eight to 10 percent of non-
white male enlisted accessions have placed in the "above-average" AFQT categories (I ard
II) since the end of the Korean War. This compares with approximately 40 percent of

'Coleman, J.J., Campbell, E.Q., Hobson, C.J., McPartland, J., Mood, A.M., Weinfeld, F.C., & York, R.L.
Equality of educational opportunity. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1966.

2 Fifer, G. "Social class and cultural group differences in reverse mental abilities." In A. Anastasi (Ed.)
Testinq problems in perspective. Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1966.

Flaugher, R.L. Minority versus majority group performance on an aptitude test battery (RDR-71-72,
No. 1). Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, August 1971.4 Wing, H. "Profiles of cognitive ability of different racial ethnic and sex groups on a multiple abilities
test battery." Journal of Applied Psychology, 1980, 3, 289-298.

5 Samuda, R.J. Psychologica. testing of American minorities: Issues and consequences. New York:
Dodd, Mead, 1975.o Miller, K.S., & Dreger, R.M. (Eds.) Comparative studies of blacks and whites in the United States.

New York: Seminar Press, 1973.

Jencks, C. Inequality: A reassessment of the effect of family and school in America. New York:
Basic Books, 1972.

eJensen, A.R. Bias in mental testing. New York: The Free Press, 1980.
9 Loehlin, J.D., Lindzey, G., & Spuhler, J.N. Race differences in intelligence. San Francisco:

W.H. Freeman, 1975.
I 0Staff, Personnel Research Section. "The Army General Classification Test." Psychological Bulletin.

1945, 4 760-768.
'Lee, U.G. U.S. Army in World War II, special studies, the employment of Negro troops. Washington,

D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1966.
2 Milton, H.S. (Ed.) The utilization of Negro manpower in the Army (Report ORO-R-11). Chevy Chase, Md.:

Operations Research Office, The Johns Hopkins University, 1955.
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white male accessions. Over the period, the average (median) AFQT score for non-white
male accessions was about 25 percentile points below the average AFQT score for white
male accessions.'

As in the civilian testing experience, there is unanimity of results in military testing:
at each age level and under a variety of social and geographical conditions, blacks, on
the average, regularly score below whites.2 The racial differences remain fairly constant
from one geographical region to another.

AFQT Results. The mean AFQT percentile scores for the three racial/ethtc groups
in this analysis are displayed in Figure 9. The average score for the white group exceeded
those of the two minority groups by a considerable margin. Hispanics scored, on the
average, somewhat higher than blacks.
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Figure 9. 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by
Racial/Ethnic Group.

Eitelberg, M.J. Subpopulation differences in performance on tests of mental ability: Historical
review and annotated bibliography (Technical Memorandum 81-3). Washington, D.C.: Directorate for
Accession Policy, Office of the Secretary of Defense, August 1981.2Scarr, S. Race, social class, and individual differences in J.Q. Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, 1981.
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Inspection of the mean AFQT percentile scores of racial/ethnic groups by two-year
age categories shows that the average rate of age-related improvement in test performance
was slightly different between these groups. Both Hispanics and blacks increased one per-
centile point between the age categories of 18-19 and 20-21; whites, on the other hand,
improved by five points. Hispanics who were 22 and 23 scored, on the average five
points higher than their younger counterparts. It should be noted that a strong relation-
ship exists between age and educational level across the three racial/ethnic groups.
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Figure 10. 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by
Racial/Ethnic Group and Age

Aptitude Composite Results. The mean percentile scores of the racial/ethnic groups
on the four aptitude composites are displayed in Figure 11. The score differences among
racial/ethnic groups were similar in magnitude across the common aptitude composites.
The average scores for whites were substantially higher than the scores for either Hispanics
or blacks, with the largest differences on the General and Electronics composites.
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Whites scored, on the average, 25 percentile points higher than Hispanics on both
the General and the Electronics composites, and about 20 points higher than Hispanics
on the Mechanical and the Administrative composites. In addition, whites scored from
28 to 32 percentile points higher than blacks across all four composites while Hispanics
scored from 6 to 8 points higher than blacks. (Racial/ethnic group scores by sex on
the common aptitude composites appear in Appendix C, Table C-10.)

Reading Ability Results. The estimated reading grade levels of the racial/ethnic
groups (by sex) are shown in Figure 12. The racial/ethnic groups rank in the same order
found in previous analyses. White and Hispanic males had higher scores than their female
counterparts, but there was virtually no difference in the scores between black males and
black females.
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Figure 12. 1980 Youth Population Mean Estimated Reading Grade Level by
Racial/Ethnic Group and Sex.

White males had the highest estimated reading grade level (lower tenth grade),
* followed in order by white females (upper ninth grade), Hispanic males (lower eighth

grade), Hispanic females (middle seventh grade), and black females and males (lower
seventh grade). The average years of education completed for the racial/ethnic groups
were 12.0 for whites, 11.0 for H-ispanics and 11.5 for blacks.

LEVEL OF EDUCATION

Aptitude test performance is strongly correlated with amount of schooling. Those
who drop out of high school have lower average scores than do those who finish high school;
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those who do not go on to college have lower average scores than those who do; and
those who drop out of college have lower average scores than those who obtain college
degrees.

There are, however, several problems involved in using years of formal education
as a focus of analysis. There are differences in the quality of instruction from geographical
region to region, school to school, and other related factors. In addition, education vari-
ables are not easily isolated or separated from other variables (e.g., age and socioeconomic
status).

For the present analysis, educational attainment is defined according to high school
graduation status. The three categories of graduation status are: (a) non-high school
graduate (including, in some cases, high school students as well as drop-outs); (b) recipient
of the General Educational Development (GED) high school equivalency certificate; and
(c) high school diploma graduate (also including all persons, regardless of high school
graduation status, with education at the college level).

AFQT Results. Mean AFQT percentile scores showed a clear relationship to the three
levels of education, as shown in Figure 13. Non-high school graduates had the lowest
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Figure 13. 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by High

School Graduation Status.
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average score (27) and high school graduates had the highest icore (57). GED recipients
scored between these two groups (46). This general hierarchy of average test scores based
on educational attainment was consistent for the three racial/ethnic groups examined.

Aptitude Composite Results. The composite scores of males and females by high
school graduation status are depicted in Figure 14. GED recipients achieved average
scores on the Mechanical composite that were identical to the average score for high
school graduates of the same sex. For composites where males scored higher than
females, the greatest absolute differences were generally found at the high school graduate
level. On the Electronics composite, males with a GED performed at the same level as
did females with a high school diploma. On the Mechanical composite, males scored
higher than females regardless of educational level. On the Administrative composite,
females scored approximately five points higher than did males n each educational level.

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

In the profile population, mother's level of education was a very strong predictor
of AFQT and reading ability. There was a direct correlation between mother's educa-
tional level and AFQT score. Social class or socioeconomic status (SES) differences have
been reported in numerous studies from the earliest days of psychological testing. During
World War I, average scores on the Army enlistment test had a clear relationship to pre-
service employment. Highest scores were obtained by those in professional occupations
(e.g., engineer, accountant), ranging down to those who had worked as unskilled laborers
(in preservice jobs) at the bottom of the scale. Studies of AGCT scores from World
War II revealed a similar pattern of test scores for occupational categories.

When children are classified on the basis of their father's occupation, the same sort
of differentiation in test scores is apparent. Children of parents in the professions gen-
erally score highest on aptitude tests, and children of day laborers and unskilled workers
generally score lowest.

In general, studies that have examined social class differences are consistent. Adults
and children from more privileged homes perform better, on the average, than do those
from less privileged homes. The relationship between socioeconomic status and perform-
ance on ability tests is one of the most consistent and least questioned outcomes of
standardized testing.,2

The socioeconomic status of children and adolescents is typically indexed using
mother's education, father's education, average family income, and father's occupational
status. None of these four variables alone explains all of the variation in ability attribu-
table to "family background." Nevertheless, there is a strong correlation between the
variables, and research has shown that each affects ability in a different manner, but to a
similar degree.' , " Recent analysis of profile study data suggests that the measured
effects of mother's education on ASVAB performance approximate the measured effects

Anastasi, A. Differential psychology: Individual and group differences in behavior (3rd ed.)

New York: MacMillan, 1958.2 Tyler, L.E. The psychology of human differences (3rd ed.). New York: Appleton-Century-

Crofts 1965.
1 Sewell, W.H., & Hauser, R.M. Education, occupation and earnings. New York: Academic

Press, 1975.4 Featherman, D.L. "Schooling and occupational careers: Constancy and change in wordly
success." In G. Brian & J. Kagan (Eds.) Constancy and change in human development. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1980.
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of all four variables combined.' For the present study of subgroup differences, then,
mother's education was used in place of an SES index as a general indicator of family
background.

AFQT Results. The mean AFQT percentile scores of the profile study sample by
five categories of mother's education are shown in Figure 15. Average scores increased
with increases in the level of mother's education. Indeed, the differences between the
average scores of successive categories were substantial--especially between individuals
whose mothers completed grades 9-11 (mean AFQT percentile score of 38) and those
whose mothers completed high school but did not attend college (mean AFQT percentile
score of 54). An average difference of 17 percentile points was found between persons
with mothers who graduated from high school (no college) and those with mothers who

graduated from college (mean score of 71). Differences based on mother's education
were consistent across sex and racial/ethnic groups.
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Figure 15. 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by
Mother's Education.

GEOGRAPHICAL REGION

Regional differences in test performance have been commonly found. Gen-
erally, average scores on aptitude and achievement tests are lowest in the South, and

' Bock, R.D., & Moore, E.G.J. The profile of American youth: Demographic influences on ASVAB
test performance. Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, December 1981.
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highest in the Northeast. Such differences are related to other factors, such as urban-
rural composition, quality of education, and socioeconomic and subcultural differences.1

The geographical regions selected for comparison were the nine regional divisions
of the United States as defined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.2 The states that com-
pris these divisions are displayed in Appendix C, Table C-4.

AFQT Results. The mean AFQT percentile scores by geographical residence of
examinees at the time of testing are shown in Figure 16. The geographical divisions,
when arranged in order of highest to lowest average AFQT scores, tend to form a
regional pattern. Individuals in New England had the highest average scores, followed
in order by those in West North Central, Middle Atlantic, East North Central, Mountain,
and Pacific. Average scores of those in the South (i.e., West South Central, South
Atlantic, and East South Central) were the lowest.
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the geographic regions appears in Table C-4, Appendix C.

Figure 16. 1980 Youth Population Mean AFQT Percentile Score by
Geographic Region.

'Tyler, L.E. The psychology of human differences (3rd ed.). New York: Appleton-Century-
Croft$, 1965.2The U.S. Bureau of the Census also uses an "other" category, which includes outlying areas

and countries, dependencies, and areas of special sovereignty. The profile study entailed the testing
of individuals in these "other" areas (as well as the nation of Mexico). However, because of wide
differences in the culture and environment of individual areas within the "other" category, the
presnt analysis concentrated on the 50 states.
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Section 5

SUMMARY

The Profile of American Youth was a major research effort designed to establish
new national norms for the ASVAB and to compare new recruits with the current
youth population. It marks the first time that a vocational aptitude test has been
given to a nationally representative sample. The profile data base contains a wealth
of information that will benefit both military and civilian manpower analysts for many
years to come.

METHODOLOGY

DoD contracted with the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) of the Uni-
versity of Chicago to administer the ASVAB during July through October 1980 to a
national probability sample of nearly 12,000 young men and women. The young people
tested were representative of all youth in the United States, ages 16 to 23. The sample
contained individuals from both urban and rural areas, youth from all major census
regions, and approximately equal proportions of males and females. Certain key groups
such as Hispanics, blacks, and economically disadvantaged whites were oversampled,
allowing for more precise subgroup analyses. Since the Services primarily recruit individ-
uals who are 18 years of age and older, analyses for this study focused upon those who
were 18 through 23 years of age at the time of testing.

COMPARISON OF THE 1980 YOUTH POPULATION WITH THE
WORLD WAR II REFERENCE POPULATION

A comparison of the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) category distributions
of the 1980 male youth population and the World War II reference population indicated
that 40 percent of the 1980 group were in the two above-average categories, compared
with 36 percent of the reference population. There was no difference of consequence
between the proportions of contemporary male youth and the reference population
who scored in the two below-average categories. The median AFQT percentile score

for the 1980 male youth population was 53, compared with 50 for the reference
population.

Historical Trends

Traditionally, the Department of Defense has used two criteria for gauging the
quality of new recruits: AFQT scores and level of education. These two criteria were
used to compare military accessions with the 1980 youth population.

AFQT. From FY 1962 through FY 1973, the proportions of new recruits who
scored in the various AFQT categories remained fairly constant. An increase in AFQT
score& occurred during the period FY 1974 through FY 1976. This rise in test scores
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was a function of several factors, including the end of the Vietnam Conflict and the
consequent drop in the number of accessions required, heightened recruiting efforts in
connection with the end of conscription, and an increase in military pay and compen-
sation. In FY 1977, the AFQT scores of recruits dropped sharply. Major factors that
contributed to this decline were an improved national economy following the recession
of 1974-75, a relative reduction in military pay and benefits, and the error in calibration
of the ASVAB.

Education Level. Possession of a high school diploma is an important indicator of
the capacity of individuals to adjust successfully to military life. A person who does
not graduate from high school is twice as likely to leave the military before completing
the first three years of service as is a high school diploma graduate. Consequently,
recruiting programs have traditionally emphasized efforts to enlist high school diploma
graduates. The proportion of high school graduates has increased over the past decade
in all Services. Since 1972, nearly three-fourths of new recruits have been high school
graduates.

COMPARISON OF FY 1981 MILITARY ACCESSIONS WITH THE
1980 YOUTH POPULATION

AFQT. In FY 1981, there was a dramatic increase in the proportion of recruits
who scored average or above on the AFQT. This increase resulted from a combination
of elements: intensified efforts by the Services to recruit highly qualified youth;
enhanced military pay, compensation, bonuses, and benefits; more positive attitudes
of the American public toward the military; and an increase in youth unemployment.

In general, military recruits during FY 1981 scored higher on the AFQT than did
contemporary youth. Approximately the same proportion of individuals with above-
average scores were found in both the 1980 youth population and the group of new
accessions. However, the proportion of accessions scoring in the average range was
considerably higher than the comparable proportion of youth in the general population.

Eighty percent of all nonprior service accessions in FY 1981 received scores in
AFQT Categories I-Ill, compared with 69 percent of the 1980 youth population. The
median AFQT score for FY 1981 recruits (18-23 years) was 52 and the median score
for 1980 youth was 51.

A comparison of AFQT scores of the 1980 youth population and FY 1981 accessions,
by selected demographic characteristics, showed variations in the representativeness of
the sexes and racial/ethnic groups. In general, FY 1981 accessions of both sexes scored
higher on the AFQT than did their counterparts in the profile study population. FY 1981
minority recruits scored higher than minorities in the youth population, but this was not
the case for white youth.

Education Level. A comparison of the educational distributions of FY 1981 non-
prior service accessions with the 1980 profile population showed that relatively more
recruits than civilian youth were high school graduates. Approximately equal proportions
of white recruits and 1980 profile study white youth had graduated from high school. The
proportions of black and Hispanic recruits with a high school diploma exceeded the pro-
portions in the youth population by a considerable margin.

COMPARISON OF SUBGROUPS WITHIN THE 1980 YOUTH POPULATION

The ASVAB scores of profile study subgroups were compared on the basis of AFQT,
aptitude composites common across Services, and estimated reading ability. The demographic
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variables analyzed were age, sex, race/ethnicity, level of education, socioeconomic status,
and geographic region. The results of the subgroup analyses were generally consistent
with the findings of published research.

The average AFQT percentile scores of the 1980 youth population increased with age.
Estimates of reading grade level also increased with age. The average AFQT scores of
males and females were quite similar. However, sex differences in average test scores
were found on the aptitude composites. Males scored higher than females on the Mechani-
cal, Electronics, and General composites; females outscored males on the Administra-
tive composite.

AFQT percentile scores for whites were higher, on the average, than those recorded
for either Hispanics or blacks. Hispanics, in turn, scored higher than blacks. This pattern
of racial/ethnic group performance was the same on estimates of reading grade level
and on the four aptitude composites analyzed.

Socioeconomic status, as measured by mother's education, was also related to AFQT
performance. Individuals tended to score higher on the test in direct correspondence
with advances in the amount of formal education completed by their mothers.

Average AFQT percentile scores were highest for youth in the New England and
West North Central regions of the country, and lowest in the three southern regions.
Youth in the East North Central, Middle Atlantic, Mountain, Pacific, and West South
Central regions scored at approximately the level of the overall population median.

* 4
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Table A-1

Intercorrelations Between ASVAB Subtests for
Profile Study Sample

(N=9173)

ASVAB Subtest

AR WK PC NO GS CS AS MK MC El

WK .71 -

PC .67 .80 -

NO .63 .60 .60 -

GS .12 .80 .69 .52 -

CS .51 .55 .56 .70 .45 -

AS .53 .52 .42 .29 .64 .22

MK .83 .67 .64 .62 .X9 .52 .41

MC .68 .59 .52 .40 .70 .33 .74 .60

El .66 .68 .57 .41 .76 .34 .75 .58 .74

AR =Arithmetic Reasoning CS = Coding Speed
WK =Word Knowledge AS , Auto and Shop Information
PC =Paragraph Comprehension MK =Mathematics Knowledge
NO =Numerical Operations MC = Mechanical Comprehension
GS =General Science El = Electronics Information
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Table B-2

Distribution of Male Nonprior Service Accessions by
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Category.

Fiscal Years 1977-818

(Percent)b

AFOT Category

Fiscal Year I II Il IV Total

1977 3.3 24.8 42.2 29.7 100

1978 3.1 25.8 42.1 29.0 100

1979 2.6 22.6 41.6 33.2 100

1980 2.6 23.4 41.6 32.4 100

1981 2.8 30.1 47.4 19.6 100

SOURCE: Defense Manpower Date Center.

aRestricted to males born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962
(18 through 23 years).

bMay not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Table B-3

Percentage of Male Nonprior Service Accessions (DoD and Army)
Who Scored 50 or Above on the Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT),

Fiscal Years 1961-81

Percent Percent

Fiscal Year DuD Army Fiscal Year DoD Army

1961 58.9 53.0 1972 56.3 53.3
1962 57.7 49.3 1973 56.1 53.1

1963 59.1 48.8 1974 58.0 52.5

1964 58.7 50.6 1975 60.7 57.5

1965 57.9 49.5 19768 61.7 48.8

1966 58.7 49.6 1977 47.6 32.1
1967 56.4 48.7 1978 49.2 33.9

1968 54.0 47.1 1979 44.1 28.4

1969 54.2 48.3 1980 44.6 27.8

1970 53.5 48.2 1981 54.4 39.8

1971 53.7 48.1

SOURCES: Date for 1961-72 are from U.S. Army Recruiting Command (USAREC), Annual Report
of the Qualitative Distribution of Military Manpower, RCS-DD-M(A)664 (Hampton, VA.:
USAREC, 1961 through 1972). Data for 1973-81 provided by Defense Manpower Dats Center.

aFYs 1976.80 reflect renormed data.
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Table B-4

Distribution of 1980 Youth Population and FY 1981 Nonprior Service Accessions by
Service, Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT) Categry, Sex, and Racial/Ethnic Groupa

(Percent) f

Racal/Ethnic Group

Whiteb Blackc Hispanic Total

Population AFQT
Group Category Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Mole Female Total

FY 1981 Accessions I

Army 2.8 2.6 2.7 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 2.0 1.7 20
Navy 3.9 3.6 3.9 0.4 0.1 0.3 1.1 0.5 1.0 3.4 3.1 34
Marno Corps 3.0 4.1 3.0 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.6 2.8 0.7 2.4 3.4 21
Air Force 4.0 3.3 3.9 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 d 0.5 3.6 2.9 3.4

Total DoD 3.5 3.2 3.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.6 2.8 2.4 2.6

1980 Youth 5.9 4.7 5.3 0.3 d 0.1 1.5 1.0 1.2 4.9 3.8 4.4

FY 1981 Accessions II

Army 27.3 26.5 27.2 4.7 4.4 4 7 7.4 6.4 7.3 21.2 18.7 20.8
Navy 38.1 38.1 38.1 10.9 10.8 10.9 21.0 15.4 20.5 34.5 34.0 34.4
MWrino Corps 34.3 51.3 35.3 9 30.3 11.1 12.4 26.8 13.1 29.2 46.8 30.2

Air Force 42.4 42.5 42.4 17.5 17.1 17.5 17.1 17.5 23.4 38.6 38.8 38.6

Total DoD 35.4 35.9 35.4 9.1 8.5 9.0 14.4 13.7 14.3 30.3 29.4 30:3

1980 Youth 40.6 36.8 38.8 7.2 6.3 6.8 15.7 10.3 13.1 34.6 30.9 32.7

FY 1981 Accessions III

Army 46.1 49.2 46.6 32.1 43.3 34.4 36.6 49.3 38.0 42.5 47.3 43.2
Navy 47.1 51.3 47.6 47.1 64,9 40.2 51.6 69.7 53.2 47.3 53.5 47.9
Marina Corps 52.1 44.5 51.6 56.2 69.4 57.0 62.4 70.4 62.8 53.2 49.7 53.0
A, Force 46.5 50.6 47.1 66.2 74.5 67.3 63.7 68.6 64.2 49.5 54.1 50.2

Total DoD 47.3 49.9 47.6 44.9 52.6 46.1 49.1 59.4 50.1 47.0 50.7 47.4

1980 Youth 31.1 36.8 33.9 19.6 21.8 20.7 27.1 26.3 26.7 29.3 34.0 31.7

FY 1981 Accesions IV

Army 23.8 21.8 23.5 63.0 52.2 60.8 55.8 44.1 54.5 34.3 32.4 34.0
N1 10.8 7.1 10.4 41.6 24.2 38.6 26.3 14.5 25.3 14.8 9.5 14.2
Morar Corps 10.7 0.1 10.1 33.7 0.0 31.7 24.5 0.0 23.3 15.2 0.1 143
Ao Fort 7.1 3.6 6.6 15.8 7,9 14.7 12.4 5.0 11.7 0.4 4.2 7.0

Total DoD 13.9 11.0 13.5 45.8 38.7 44.7 36.0 26.4 35.1 19.9 17.5 19.6

1980 Youth 18.7 19.1 18.9 42.9 49.0 46.0 35.2 43.2 39.2 22.9 24.7 23.8

FY 1981 Accessions' V

Army 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Navy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 8
Marine Corps 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0
Air Force 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total DoD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0

1980 Youth 3.7 2.6 3.1 29.9 22.9 26,4 20.4 19.3 19.8 8.2 6.5 7.4

SOURCE: Deta on FY 1981 accessions were promded by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Deensso (Manpower, Reserve Affairs. and Logistics).

"Restricted to persons in the temple born between January 1,1957 and December 31, 1962 (18 through 23 years at time of testing. July-October 1980).
bWhite includes all raciallethnic groups other thun black or Hispanic.
cmock dos not include persons of Hispanic origin.
dLe than 0.05 percent.
*Pe na scoring in AF(IT Category V are not eligible for military enlistment.
tColumnl ey not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table C-4

U.S. Bureau of Census Classification of States by Region and Division

Region Division and States

NORTHEAST
New England Middle Atlantic

Maine New York
New Hampshire New Jersey
Vermont Pennsylvania
Massachusetts
Rhode Island
Connecticut

NORTH CENTRAL
East North Central West North Central

Ohio Minnesota
Indiana Iowa
Illinois Missouri
Michigan North Dakota
Wisconsin Nebraska

Kansas

SOUTH
South Atlantic East South Central
Delaware Kentucky
Maryland Tennesse
District of Columbia Alabama
Virginia Mississippi
West Virginia
North Carolina West South Central
South Carolina Akna
Georgia Louisiana
Florida Oklahoma

Texas

WEST
Mountain Pacific
Montano Washington
Idaho Oregon
Wyoming California
Colorado Alaska
New Mexico Hawaii
Arizona
Utah
Nevada

OTHER
Outlying Areas; Bordering Nations; and Countries

Depedencies, and Areas of Special Sovereignty
Mexico Mariana Islands
American Samoa Marshall Islands
Canal Zone Puerto Rico
Caroline Islands Trust Territories of the
Cook Islends Pacific Islands
Gilbert and U.S. Miscellaneous Pacific Islands

Ellice Islands Virgin Islands
Wake Island
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Table C-5

Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFOT) Score by
Racial/Ethnic Group, Geographakc Heg'on, and Sexa

Geographic Rell.n Main tensile Total Main Fronal Total MM.d Frontier Total UM. Fees*) oTrm

Now. English

Searle. Sure V31 358 23S '~ 2 4 0 32 52 764 212 396
Popouton Esinmrann 599. 4 861'9 118T 7.3 139.9 403 80.4 22 3 37 S 63.9 16616 630 7 292
Media" 74 690 9. 9 23 19 74 19 IS 2 67 6

M . 99.4 6909 64.99 29 22 35.05 32,16 2290 29016 2629 S4.8) h880 6431
Standard Brnoon 23.97 24.22 2514 299.4" 3135 211.12 20)02 7622 7299 247 28IS 2592

Middle, Allanhck

saimu in . 446 424 973 179 176 39.6 705 92 797 733 692 1425.
Pioueltte oto ns. 1,646.7 76532.2 3.182.0 290.'7 273.9. 9.9.2 7309. 192.6 233.1 29671.9 1,872.3 3869.3
6bkduin 62. 97. 67 19 20. 79. 21 74. 79. 64. 66 66
again 97,63 69.22 58.40 25.02 26.94 26.99 30.76 22.72 279 67 .49 S2.63 824
Standard, D.viaton 27.73 2394 2564 29.75 1966 20.17 26.74 27.29 23.93 26.29 23.22 24.4

East North Central

Oannpht S. 584 697 7173 769. 169 327 *47 *42 63 792 795 7877
Ppoulaton Eis~tintt 2.BZO 2.496.6 8749.6 29..2 343.0 621.1 61.4 61.6 103.7 2.992.4 2,994.A 5.7,923
Mmdian 67t 53. 68. 28. 79. 19. 23. 24. 24 W8 49. 84,
Ma.. 67.37 83.76 68.69 31.42 23.96 27.62 30.72 3258 37.69 84.67 69.57 62.64
Standard Deviation 24.50 284 26.44 2976 3.62 19.36 23.44 27.99 28.36 26.64 26.44 28.29 26.89

Wm97 North Central

O.nPm Sirs, 199 1S9 349 '26 *41 67 '14 "it 2 229 272 14
Popular*.n Evortmos 686.5 478.8 7,132.0 317 51.9 86.7 123 9.9 27.6 79790 542.2 1,243.2
Mad.,. 6& 58. 4. 76 76. I9.. 34. 27. 362 6 6 .so, 90

mean 62.68 58.76 67.92 24.39 79.92 20.78 40.9) 32.47 37.47 69.82 84.07 57.20
Standard Donation 24.67 24.40 24.63 22.97 16.09. 76.99 24651 24.76 24.61 24.82 23.58 24.77

South Astant.

0.nnle . 409 669 990 384 363 767 68 84 799 928 47 7984
Population Es,0.99.' 7,735.8 1.9)9.4 3,654.'9 676.1 662.9 1,17.7 76.8 66.3 142.1 2,381. 2,436.7 4.824.7
Maid-. s. 51. 5. 13. 77. 76 49. 30. 40. 47. 42 47.
7v. 46.44 60.93 66.00 20.29 24.17 22.79 49.04 38.24 44.97 42.68 44,63 43.42
Standard 0nusinon 27,34 2607 24.47 16.96 19.66 79.73 29.68 24.99 26 26.97 24.44 28.27

East Soth Contral

Somro. Sin 743 169 393 83 798 799 *2 -3 . 228 268 496
Popular..n Estirints" 469.9. 890.9. 7,029.0 34.2 149.4 283.9 2.7 2.5 5.2 696.4 772.4 1,317.9

W. 48. 84. 49. 14. 20. 17. * 37. 69. 34. 42. 39.
Mean 46.66 49.69 47.40 M934 26.33 22.49 62.38 48.76 54.29 40.94 43.79 42.97
Standard Deviation 27.02 23.72 36.37 76.64 79.90 79.86 7.99 20.14 74.03 25.23 22.96 24.03

West7 South Central

S.mnnbnSirn 214 222 436 ISO M9. 302 776 134 267 479 610 m9
Potpulistms Estoner."r 705,2 671.7 7,374.3 226.1 244.5 972.9 737.6 151.6 299.7 7,970.9 7,947.2 27139.0
MAldwern 67. 6). 43. is. 16. Is-. 22. 7. I9. 61. 44. 48.
lesson 62.22 S.7.43 59.89 21.9 21.99. 2194 33.99 27.97 39.27 49.94 44.99 47.49
Standard Deviation 25.13 26.69 36.36 70.66 19.6 7862 2648 21.60 24.06 24.09 23.58 23.4

Monuntain

Simple S&an 78 76) 319 is I 25 81 82 763 265 282 807
Populatio Eotmnwl

t  
671.9 6443.1 7,771. 33.4 73.3 14.4 09.0 69.9 378.9 682.4 642.2 1,124.6

rdadn 66. 58. 60. 17 22. 19. 29. 26 29. 67 57 88
Metan 52.67 58.42 55.49. 23.97 23.62 23.985 36.32 33.89 34.96 49.69 64.27 87.94
Standard Deviation 26.07 23.77 74.48 27398 10.09 79.98 23.47 20.69 22.77 24.78 23.77 24.90

SI.P olnt 331 379 449 96 70 788 277 229 429 627 676 7243
Postulation Estimme 7.141.5 7.081.4 2,222.9 106.4 96.8 205.9 2427 289.9 403.7 7.4907 1.431,8 2.928
Mod..n 68. 9.6 59 15. 20. 19. 21 27. 27. 69 87 97

4flasn 86.64 56.14 6.40 29.74 29.49 29.70 2920 39.03 29.62 54.76 A 4977 49.s
Standard Oan.7,t 2H)8 2493 2666 26.97 22.60 2430 23.63 23.83 2373 26.74 24.87 2597

4sampite 67 86 746 *38 *7 69 .9 to 1979 25 233
Population Esiarte. 774.2 294.8 494.7 64.7 46.6 706.2 12.9 76.9 23.7 247.7 292.9 594.8
MAdmanis 59 60. 96. 79, 74 to 25 22 M9 88. 62 8

54e S.47 62.40 69.76 28.73 22.99 2449 4898 28.97 38.99 486.9 64.74 6376
Standard Sanmaimn 27.93 24.96 29.44 1970 2922 79.911 3480 28.99 30.99 29.45 2434 28.32

Vilestrrtdr trsaot nthemoes lhMn7barn bervlw n ar y 1. 1967 ard Onenessbt 37. 7962 ;18 Itivog 23 tours t I,n.n7o seting. Ju~v Otobe.r 7986).8
W~rt includes .)) rarsallttc groups other than blat). nr Hisan.n

C9ames don not rnclud pttmonn o7 "isperic orign.
6Tnta), my nor o 1n 00 percent dut 10 rounding.
tm

lt ttimndl.

"Subgroup tot a 7s too ) moi r nhlmalm t9,. ornwar.,n tit.s than 60 camt,
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Table C-9

Estimated Reading Grade Levela of 1980 Youth Population byRacial/Ethnic Group and Sexb

Racial/Ethnic Group

Sex White c  Blackd Hispanic Totale

MALES
Sample Size 2754 1143 653 4550
Population Estimatef  10,380.5 1,733.0 777.6 12,891.2
Median 10.5 6.8 7.7 9.9
Mean 10.1 7.0 8.0 9.6
Standard Deviation 2.21 2.27 2.51 2.50

FEMALES
Sample Size 2779 1155 689 4623
Population Estimatef  10,014.1 1,737.2 766.6 12,517.9
Median 9.9 6.8 7.3 9.4
Mean 9.8 7.1 7.5 9.3
Standard Deviation 2.07 1.99 2.19 2.31

TOTALe
Sample Size 5533 2298 1342 9173
Population Estimatef  20,394.6 3,470.3 1,544.2 25,409.0
Median 10.3 6.8 7.5 9,6
Mean 9.9 7.0 7.7 9.4
Standard Deviation 2.15 2.13 2.37 2.41

aReading Grade Levels were estimated for the profile study sample using conversion tables for ASVAB G

scores to ABLE reading test scores. The correlation between the scales in the test equating sample was .85.
bRestricted to persons in the sample born between January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962 (18 through

23 years at time of testing, July-October 1980).
cWhite includes all racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic.
dBlack does not include persons of Hispanic origin.
eTotals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
fIn thousands.
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